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DETAILED ACTION 

CLAIMS PRESENTED 

Claims 1-12, 14, 16-20, 30-54 are present in this case. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

First, Applicant appears to sincerely assert that an examination on the merits has 
been delayed. At least a portion of this has occurred due to a genuine confusion as to 
the meaning of the first amendment. In the attendant Remarks to that amendment, 
Applicant has stated that the prior does not teach, among others, "the number of 
interconnections is dependent on a type of security mode." Yet, this feature was in a 
claim that recited "firewall." The other arguments of the Remarks are related to this 
concept. Therefore, the Office had a genuine confusion; in a software firewall, the 
number of interconnections is always dependent on a type of security mode. A firewall 
may or may not permit an interconnection to occur. Thus, depending on a type of 
security mode, the number of interconnections would vary. This is, of course, not 
analogous to the hardware situation of a "firewall" (perhaps a heat protection pad or a 
heat sink to draw heat so as to prevent fires). In such a "firewall", the number of 
interconnections (such as electricity outlets) would be set by safety (such as by a circuit 
breaker) and not usually set by the type of security mode. While the Office fully admits 
that claim 1 is broad enough so as to be interpreted to mean such a hardware structure. 
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the Office does not interpret as such because the Office does not believe Applicant 
could have meant such. Thus, the Office had a genuine confusion. 

While this current rejection in this Office Action is necessitated because of that 
amendment, the Office should have more directly addressed that issue earlier. Thus, 
because of the equity of the situation, this Office Action is made non-final. 

Second, Applicant argued against the rejection under 35 USC 112. On this 
matter, Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive when 
considered as a whole (from considering the whole file history and not merely 
considering each correspondence singly) to some extent. That particular rejection has 
been withdrawn to the extent that the rejections are no longer applied to claims 1-12, 
14, 16-20, 30-54. 

Third, Applicant argued regarding the restriction. On this matter, Applicant's 
arguments have been fully considered and are partially persuasive when considered in 
context of Applicant's arguments against the rejection under 35 USC 112. Thus, the 
arguments against restriction (when considered in combination with the other 
arguments of Applicant) are now deemed to not raise additional issues under 35 USC 
112. On the substance of the restriction, Applicant has emphasized that his argument 
refers purely and literally to the hardship of the Examiner; Applicant has emphasized 
that his argument was not directed to the interpretation of the claims. Thus, the only 
issue left is the "hardship of the Examiner (Applicant's language)." Upon a study of the 
feasibility and a study of the cost of the examining of the new claims 55-56, the Office 
has discovered that these new claims 55-56 cannot be examined without adding 
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unjustifiable amount of hardship. Thus, claims 55-56 are restricted. Claims 1-54 
remain for examination on the merits. 



CLAIM REJECTIONS 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-5, 7-12, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 30-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Devine et al. (also referred hereinafter as "Devine"). 

Regarding these claims, Devine teaches as noted in the previous Office Actions. 

Regarding the newly limitations, even assume arguendo that they are not taught 
by Devine, the following are noted. 

Claims 1 , 9-12; the number of interconnections is dependent on a type of security 
mode: In software firewalls, the number of interconnections is always dependent on a 
type of security mode. A firewall may or may not permit an interconnection to occur. 
For example, a need for higher security would cause the firewall to function in such a 
fashion so as to result in less number of interconnections. Thus, depending on a type of 
security mode, the number of interconnections would vary. That is what firewalls do for 
the motivation of security; that is what firewalls are supposed to do. 
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Claim 3; 'tirewall blocks a transmission of an incoming data message through" 
the firewall "if the corresponding functions do not correspond to a function associated 
with processing the data message": In software firewalls, such transmissions are 
always blocked in such circumstance. That is what firewalls do for the motivation of 
security; that is what firewalls are supposed to do. Even if Devine et al. does not 
disclose monitoring functions to see if they are associated with processing a data 
message, this is surely well known in the art for the motivation of security; that is what 
firewalls are supposed to do. If the corresponding functions do not meet the proper 
functions, then firewalls keep them out. That is what firewalls do. 

Claims 2, 4, 8. 14. 16 and 20; including a quaternary interconnection for 
monitoring operations and maintenance of the internal resource affiliated with the 
internal communications network: In software firewalls, such monitoring is always done 
so as to protect such internal resource in such fashion. That is what firewalls do for the 
motivation of security; that is what firewalls are supposed to do. Even Devine et al. fails 
to disclose an interconnection that monitors operations and maintains an internal 
resource affiliated with an internal communications network, this is surely well known in 
the art for the motivation of security; that is what firewalls are supposed to do. Firewalls 
monitor so as to maintain the resources that are internal to the network (i.e., protect the 
resources by being a '^A^aH"). 

Claims 5, 17; firewall has the nonnegative integer number of interconnections 
only established for a limited duration on an as needed basis for communications 
between an internal resource of one business entity and another business entity; Yet 
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again, that is what firewalls do for the motivation of security; that is what firewalls are 
supposed to do. 

Claims 30-54; these claims are met by Devine and what is well known in the art 
regarding firewalls. Devine teaches as noted in the previous paragraphs. Applicant 
gives arguments for the same reasons as for claims 1 , 3-5, 7,17 and 1 9. Regarding 
these particular matters, claims 30-54 are rejected for also for the reasons noted in the 
rejections of claims 1 , 3-5, 7, 17 and 19. 

Claims 6. 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Devine et al. (also referred hereinafter as "Devine") and Lucent LMF reference (as 
recited in the previous Office Actions). 

Devine teaches as noted above. Lucent LMF teaches as noted in the previous 
Office Actions. The two references would have been obvious to be combined for the 
reasons noted in the previous Office Actions. Thus, claimed inventions of claims 6, 8 
would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill at the time of the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

The art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The art disclosed general background. 

Points of Contact 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
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Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571 ) 273-8300, (for formal communications Intended for entry) 
Or: 

(571) 273-3836 (for informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or 
"DRAFT") 

Any inquiry concerning tills communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Jung whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3836 
or Jacques Louis-Jacques whose telephone number Is (571) 272-6962. 



David Jung 
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